THERAVADINS
as will be explained farther on, is called the person. It is true,
as Buddhaghosa tells us, that ignorance should not be understood
as the Prakrti of the Sankhya, not because ignorance is not the
root cause of the world and so of the individual, but because the
Prakrti of Sankhya is an eternal entitj^ existing even after the
individual realizes his own nature, whereas there is nothing
eternal for the Buddhist in general except Nirvana, and for some,
Space. When it is said that ignorance of the truth causes samsara,
it is not meant that ignorance here is the ignorance of any
individual, but that it is a cosmic veiling power which is
responsible for the individual's not knowing the truth. Only in
one sense may it be said that this ignorance is the ignorance of
the individual, just as it is said by some of the followers of
Sankara that Avidya isjivdsraya or has its locus in the jiva. How
is it that a particular truth is hidden from me? It is due to
ignorance. But does it mean that another ignorance caused this
ignorance ? No, here the cause and the effect are the same. Even
the Advaitin would say that ignorance is due to the ignorance
of the fact that the world is due to ignorance. In some such way
the individual is there, only because of his ignorance of the truth.
If this ignorance vanishes, he too would vanish. So this ignorance
is not merely his ignorance, but also the cause of his very
individuation. And it is the latter aspect that is more important
in the twelve-linked chain. In the Theravada, if the individual
realizes that he is nothing but an aggregate of the skandhas, etc.,
he simply ceases to be and attains Nirvana; so that his par-
ticularity is the same as the ignorance of truth. It is true that the
full significance of the theory does not seem to have been recog-
nized by the Theravadins. But still it would be wrong, and leads
to non-Buddhistic conclusions, if we adopt an interpretation like
that of Oldenberg. The general opinion that the meaning of a
theory should be understood in the light of its latest developments
is not without truth, though we shall be wrong if we conclude
from it that the latest developments were known to the earliest
upholders. We may interpret, therefore, that ignorance is what
constitutes individuality or particularity. Of course, there is no
conception, in the Theravada, of the Absolute, which being limited
by ignorance constitutes the individual. Yet there is the idea of
the Unconditioned, which later could have developed into the
Absolute of the MaMyana. We read in the Kindred Saying$: "And
what, brethren, is the Uncompounded? The destruction of lust,
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